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Abstract
The budding yeast Saccharomyces cerevisiae is the primary species used by wine
makers to convert sugar into alcohol during wine fermentation. Saccharomyces
cerevisiae is found in vineyards, but is also found in association with oak trees
and other natural sources. Although wild strains of S. cerevisiae as well as other
Saccharomyces species are also capable of wine fermentation, a genetically dis-
tinct group of S. cerevisiae strains is primarily used to produce wine, consistent
with the idea that wine making strains have been domesticated for wine pro-
duction. In this study, we demonstrate that humans can distinguish between
wines produced using wine strains and wild strains of S. cerevisiae as well as its
sibling species, Saccharomyces paradoxus. Wine strains produced wine with fru-
ity and ﬂoral characteristics, whereas wild strains produced wine with earthy
and sulfurous characteristics. The differences that we observe between wine
and wild strains provides further evidence that wine strains have evolved phe-
notypes that are distinct from their wild ancestors and relevant to their use in
wine production.
Introduction
Fermentation of sugars derived from fruits and starchy
vegetables for the production of alcoholic beverages per-
meates cultures worldwide. Whether for ceremonial, reli-
gious, food safety, or nutritional reasons, the production
of alcohol is embedded in human history (McGovern,
2003). The earliest evidence for wine fermentation comes
from the molecular analysis of pottery jars that have been
dated as far back as 7000 BC (McGovern et al., 2004),
and extraction of DNA from ancient wine containers is
consistent with the presence of the budding yeast Saccha-
romyces cerevisiae (Cavalieri et al., 2003). The use of
S. cerevisiae for wine production is likely to have occurred
for thousands of years and to have preceded its use for
bread and beer (Mortimer, 2000; McGovern, 2003).
Although S. cerevisiae is the dominant species used for
wine, beer and bread production worldwide (Mortimer,
2000), other Saccharomyces species have similar fermenta-
tive capabilities, but are not as commonly used. For
example, two closely related species, Saccharomyces
bayanus and Saccharomyces paradoxus, are occasionally
associated with wine production (Naumov et al., 2000,
2002; Redzepovic et al., 2002). In addition, Saccharomyces
pastorianus, a hybrid between S. cerevisiae and S. bayanus,
is used for lager beer fermentation (Nguyen & Gaillardin,
2005), and a number of other naturally occurring Saccha-
romyces hybrids have been associated with fermentations
(Groth et al., 1999; de Barros Lopes et al., 2002; Naum-
ova et al., 2005; Gonza ´lez et al., 2006; Lopandic et al.,
2007).
Wild strains of S. cerevisiae have been isolated from a
variety of natural sources and have been frequently found
in association with oak tree exudates, bark and soil (Nau-
mov et al., 1998; Sniegowski et al., 2002). In comparison,
S. paradoxus, the sibling species of S. cerevisiae, is rarely
found in association with vineyards, but is frequently
found in association with oak trees (Naumov et al., 1997,
1998; Redzepovic et al., 2002; Sniegowski et al., 2002;
Johnson et al., 2004; Yurkov, 2005; Koufopanou et al.,
2006; Glushakova et al., 2007). A number of other Sac-
charomyces species have also been found in association
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Hwith oak trees and soil, and in some instances occur in
sympatry with S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus (Naumov
et al., 1998, 2003; Sniegowski et al., 2002; Sampaio &
Gonc ¸alves, 2008).
Strains of S. cerevisiae collected from ecologically and
geographically diverse sources typically demonstrate
genetic divergence associated with habitat type rather
than geographic origin (Fay & Benavides, 2005; Legras
et al., 2007; Borneman et al., 2008; Liti et al., 2009; Novo
et al., 2009; Schacherer et al., 2009). Strains of S. cerevisiae
associated with vineyards and wine production, hereafter
referred to as ‘wine’ strains, often form a genetically differ-
entiated group that is separate from ‘wild’ strains isolated
from soil and oak tree habitats, and strains from other fer-
mentations, such as palm wine and sake (Fay & Benavides,
2005; Legras et al., 2007; Liti et al., 2009; Schacherer et al.,
2009; Goddard et al., 2010). The genetic divergence
between wine and non-wine strains combined with an
observed reduction in genetic diversity within wine strains
suggests that wine strains were domesticated from wild
S. cerevisiae (Fay & Benavides, 2005).
In domesticated plants and animals, a ‘domestication
syndrome’ is typically present, consisting of a suite of
phenotypic traits that have diverged between the domesti-
cate and the wild ancestor (Doebley et al., 2006). These
traits are often under strong selection themselves, or
linked to traits that are under strong selection. In S. cere-
visiae, there is evidence that phenotypic divergence has
accompanied genetic divergence between wine and non-
wine strains. Divergent phenotypes include resistance to
copper (Fay et al., 2004; Liti et al., 2009) and sulﬁte
(Park & Bakalinsky, 2000), two chemicals related to vine-
yards and wine production, as well as growth and fer-
mentation parameters, (Spor et al., 2009), freeze/thaw
tolerance (Will et al., 2010), and sporulation efﬁciency
(Gerke et al., 2006).
Domestication phenotypes in S. cerevisiae may include
wine aroma and ﬂavor, which have been of long-standing
interest to winemakers. Yeast metabolites are known to
inﬂuence the sensory attributes of wine through the pro-
duction of esters, higher alcohols, carbonyl compounds,
volatile acids, volatile phenols, and sulfur compounds
(Swiegers & Pretorius, 2005). In some cases, it has also
been shown that humans can differentiate between wines
fermented using different strains of S. cerevisiae (Wondra
& Berovic, 2001; Carrau et al., 2008; Molina et al., 2009;
Swiegers et al., 2009; Callejon et al., 2010). Apart from
the inﬂuence of grapes and fermentation conditions, dif-
ferent wine yeasts also affect the ﬂavor proﬁle because
they vary in their production of ﬂavor-active metabolites
(Herjavec et al., 2003; Verstrepen et al., 2003a, b; Estevez
et al., 2004; Howell et al., 2004; Masneuf-Pomare `de et al.,
2006; Loscos et al., 2007; Carrau et al., 2008; Barbosa
et al., 2009; Mendes-Ferreira et al., 2009; Molina et al.,
2009; Swiegers et al., 2009; Vilela-Moura et al., 2010).
Although the contribution of wild S. cerevisiae strains to
wine aroma and ﬂavor is largely unknown, studies of
indigenous vineyard strains of S. cerevisiae have revealed
variation in their production of wine aroma and ﬂavor
metabolites (Wondra & Berovic, 2001; Nurgel et al.,
2002; Romano et al., 2003; Callejon et al., 2010; Orlic ´
et al., 2010).
In this study, we investigated wine aroma and ﬂavor
using sensory and chemical analysis of grape wines fer-
mented using wine and wild S. cerevisiae strains. Our
results indicate that humans can distinguish between
wines fermented using different wild yeast strains, and
demonstrate that wine strains produce wines that are per-
ceived as fruity and ﬂoral, whereas wild strains produced
wines that are perceived as earthy and sulfurous.
Materials and methods
Yeast strains and fermentation
The S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus strains used in this
study are described in Table 1. Strains W303, N17, and
YPS138 were kindly provided by Ed Louis and Gianni Liti
(Liti et al., 2009). Strain PW5 (NPA07) was kindly pro-
vided by O. Ezeronye (Ezeronye & Legras, 2009), and the
remainder were described in a previous study (Fay &
Benavides, 2005). All strains were diploid and potentially
Table 1. Yeast strains used in this study
Strain Class Origin
W303 Laboratory Related to the laboratory
strain S288c
Cotes des Blancs
(CDB)
Grape wine Commercial wine strain
originating from Germany
Pasteur Red (PR) Grape wine Commercial wine strain
originating from France
M33 Grape wine Vineyard, Italy
M8 Grape wine Vineyard, Italy, 1993
YPS163 Wild Oak exudate, Pennsylvania,
United States, 1999
YPS1000 Wild Oak exudate, New Jersey,
United States, 2000
YPS1009 Wild Oak exudate, New Jersey,
United States, 2000
YJM454 Wild Clinical isolate (blood),
United States, pre-1994
PW5 Palm wine Raphia Palm tree, Aba,
Abia state, Nigeria, 2002
AKU-4011 (K12) Sake Commercial Sake wine, Japan
N17 S. paradoxus Oak exudate, Tartarstan, Russia
YPS138 S. paradoxus Oak soil, Pennsylvania,
United States, 1999
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Yeast variation in wine characteristics 541heterozygous, i.e. monosporic clones were not generated.
Evolutionary relationships between strains, inferred using
the UPGMA method based on pairwise nucleotide P-values
at ﬁve loci, described in Fay & Benavides (2005), as
implemented in MEGA3 (Tamura et al., 2007) are shown
in Fig. 1. Sequences for strain PW5 were obtained by
blasting whole genome assemblies available at http://www.
genetics.wustl.edu/jﬂab/data3.html, sequences for strains
W303, N17, and YPS138 were obtained by blasting whole
genome sequences available at http://www.sanger.ac.uk/
research/projects/genomeinformatics/sgrp.html, and the
remainder were described in a previous study (Fay &
Benavides, 2005).
Fermentations were conducted using sterile concen-
trated grape juice from Vintners Reserve Chardonnay kits
(Winexpert, Port Coquitlam, BC, Canada). Juice was dis-
tributed into sterilized two gallon food grade plastic
buckets ﬁtted with airlocks for primary fermentation.
Yeast starter cultures were grown individually in 150 mL
of sterile juice and used to inoculate 1.25 gallons of juice
at a density of 2–5 9 10
6 cells mL
1. When speciﬁc grav-
ity reached 1.010, juice was transferred into 1 gallon glass
carboys for secondary fermentation. After fermentation
was complete, as measured by absence of CO2 release and
glucose concentrations <0.5%, the wine was stabilized
using metabisulphite and sorbate, cleared with isinglass,
and bottled in 375 or 750 mL glass wine bottles with syn-
thetic cork closures. Between two and ten replicate wine
fermentations were generated per strain.
Discriminatory sensory evaluation
Discriminatory sensory evaluation was performed by the
use of triangle tests (Stone & Sidel, 2004) to assess the
signiﬁcance of perceived sensory differences between
wines. Trays with three samples of wine were served to
participants. Two of the samples on each tray were iden-
tical, whereas one was different. Samples were labeled
with a randomized three digit number, and participants
were asked to circle the number corresponding to the
sample that was different. Four to six trays (triangles)
were served to each participant during each session. Tests
were performed using a balanced block design: triangles,
serving orders, and positions were balanced to allow for
the detection of positional effects.
To test the validity of the method and the performance
of participants, we carried out an initial discrimination
test using a wine strain (CDB) and a lab strain (W303)
(experiment A, Table 2). Sixty-ﬁve participants evaluated
this triangle six times each (N = 390). Participants distin-
guished between these two wines 42% of the time, signiﬁ-
cantly more often than the 33% expected by chance
(Binomial test, P < 0.001). The distribution of the partic-
ipants’ individual scores approximated the binomial dis-
tribution, suggesting that judges were equally skilled at
detecting differences. Power analysis was used to deter-
mine that 100 evaluations were needed to detect differ-
ences. We found no signiﬁcant difference between serving
order (e.g. tray one through six), triangle (e.g. two CDB
with one W303 or vice versa), position of the outlier on
the tray (e.g. outlier in the ﬁrst, second or third position
left to right), fermentation replicate, or bottle using a
Chi-square test. These effects were also not signiﬁcant
during any discriminatory evaluations, with the following
exception: during experiment B (wine and wild S. cerevi-
siae compared to S. paradoxus), the proportion of correct
decisions for the second and fourth trays were signiﬁ-
cantly different (Chi-square, P = 0.003). To test for out-
liers, each strain was compared with the rest of the
strains within the same class (e.g. wine, wild, and S. para-
doxus) using a Chi-square test.
Quantitative descriptive sensory analysis
A preliminary ﬂavor/taste development session was con-
ducted by Vinquiry, Inc (Sonoma, CA) using six wine
experts to evaluate a subset of the wines for aroma and
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Fig. 1. Evolutionary relationship of strains used in this study. Distance
tree (UPGMA) based on 4379 bp at ﬁve loci, using pairwise elimination
of gaps and missing data. Distances (d) are the proportion of
nucleotide differences*1000. Average pairwise distances within
groups are shown where applicable, distances between groups are
indicated with arrows.
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542 K.E. Hyma et al.ﬂavor (W303, YPS1000, PW5, N17, K12, and CDB).
From this evaluation, 28 aromas and ﬁve ﬂavors, repre-
senting eleven classes from the wine aroma wheel were
found including: chemical, pungent, ﬂoral, fruity, vegeta-
tive, caramelized, woody, earthy, microbiological, oxi-
dized, and nutty. The results were ﬁltered according to
the number of wines in which the attribute was present,
the number of panelists who reported the attribute for a
given wine, and to ensure adequate representation of
different classes of aroma and ﬂavor. On the basis of
these criteria, we chose 12 attributes for descriptive anal-
ysis: cabbage (sulfur), wet dog (sulfur), ﬂoral, citrus
(fruity), tree fruit (fruity), oxidized (acetaldehyde), hay/
straw (vegetative), mushroom (earthy), butterscotch
(caramel), acidity (taste), astringency (taste), and true-
ness to style (taste and aroma). Style trueness was mea-
sured relative to a traditional, commercial un-oaked
chardonnay. A quantitative descriptive analysis of all 12
attributes was conducted for each wine using an inde-
pendent panel of six expert judges. Judges underwent
three training sessions to review properties of aroma
and taste identiﬁcation as well as variation in aroma/ﬂa-
vor intensity using standard references. Judges scored
aroma/ﬂavor attributes based on a numerical scale of
0–9 in duplicate for each wine.
Statistical analysis of wine characteristics was carried
out using R (R Development Core Team, 2009). Each
judge’s scores for each attribute were centered on the
judge’s mean score for that attribute and scaled to a stan-
dard deviation of 1. Principal component analysis (PCA)
and linear descriptive function analysis (LDA) was per-
formed on the transformed data. A stepwise selection cri-
terion was employed to determine which combination of
attributes optimized the predictive value for grape wine,
oak, and S. paradoxus strains. Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
was conducted on the values for the ﬁrst two principal
components as well as on the transformed scores for each
of the 12 aroma/ﬂavor attributes with the model. For
attributes that were signiﬁcantly different for the class or
strain term using univariate ANOVA,apost-hoc Tukey’s
honestly signiﬁcant difference (HSD) test was performed
to determine which classes and/or strains were signiﬁ-
cantly different from each other. No signiﬁcant effects
were found for tasting session or wine replicate using
ANOVA. For all ANOVAs, the normality of the residual distri-
bution was examined using the Shapiro–Wilk’s normality
test. When residuals were not normally distributed, data
transformations were applied as determined using a Box–
Cox power transformation. The following transformations
were applied: for the ﬁrst principal component scores
y = x + 10
0.8383, for oxidized y = x + 10
0.8686, for tree
fruit y = x + 10
1.0303, and for citrus y = x + 10
1.4747.N o
suitable data transformations were found for butterscotch,
trueness to type, or ﬂoral. For those attributes, permutation
tests (N = 10 000) were used to generate an empirical F
distribution and determine the probability of the observed
mean differences between classes and strains. Empirical P-
values were corrected for multiple testing using the Bon-
feronni method. Pearson’s r rank correlation coefﬁcients
were calculated for all possible pairs of attributes.
Table 2. Human discrimination of wines produced by different strains of Saccharomyces cerevisiae
Experiment Comparison
Proportion
correct* SE
Triangle
tests P
† Judges
‡
Trays
per judge
§
A Between wine (CDB) and lab (W303) 0.42 0.02 390 < 0.001 65 6
B Between wine (CDB) and paradoxus (N17, YPS138) 0.46 0.05 96 0.007 54 4
B Between wild (YPS163) and paradoxus (N17, YPS138) 0.45 0.05 96 0.004 54 4
B Between wine (CDB) and wild (YPS163) 0.43 0.05 96 0.021 54 4
C Within wild (YPS163, YPS1009, YPS1000, YJM454) 0.40
A 0.04 190 0.023 51 6
C Within wine (CDB, M33, M8, PR) 0.47
A 0.04 190 < 0.001 51 6
C Between wine (CDB, M33, M8, PR) and wild (YPS163,
YPS1009, YPS1000, YJM454)
0.56
B 0.04 190 < 0.001 51 6
D Between palm (PW5) and wild (YPS1000, YPS1009) 0.36 0.08 39 0.301 52 5
D Between palm (PW5) and wine (CDB, M8) 0.52 0.07 48 0.002 52 5
D Between sake (K12) and wild (YPS1000, YPS1009) 0.50 0.07 48 0.006 52 5
D Between sake (K12) and wine (CDB, M8) 0.42 0.07 48 0.086 52 5
D Between palm (PW5) and sake (K12) 0.46 0.10 24 0.068 52 5
*Superscript letters in the proportion correct column indicate signiﬁcance group differences between comparisons within an experiment
(P < 0.05, Chi-square test).
†P-values are calculated using the binomial test as deviation from random expectation (proportion correct = 0.33).
‡Judges indicates the number of individuals who participated in each experiment.
§Trays per judge indicate the number of triangle tests performed by an individual in a single session. Two sessions were performed over 2 days
for each experiment.
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Chemical analyses were carried out to determine the con-
centration of the given chemicals in a sample of wine from
each of the wine, oak, and S. paradoxus strains listed in
Table 1. A basic chemistry panel (free sulfur dioxide,
molecular sulfur dioxide, total sulfur dioxide, titratable
acidity, pH, and volatile acidity), higher alcohol and fusel
oil panel (acetaldehyde, ethyl acetate, methanol, 1-propa-
nol, iso butanol, A-amyl alcohol, and I-amyl alcohol), and
sulﬁdes panel (hydrogen sulﬁde, methyl mercaptan, ethyl
mercaptan, dimethyl sulﬁde, dimethyl disulﬁde, diethyl
sulﬁde, diethyl disulﬁde) was performed by ETS Laborato-
ries (St Helena, CA). In addition, acetaldehyde, ethyl ace-
tate, ethyl propionate, ethyl isobutyrate, isobutyl acetate,
ethyl butyrate, propanol, ethyl-2-methylbutyrate, ethyl-3-
methylbutyrate, isobutanol, isoamyl acetate, butanol,
isoamyl alcohl, ethyl hexanoate, ethyl octanoate, and
phenyl ethanol were measured using headspace gas chro-
matography coupled with ﬂame ionization detection (GC-
FID). Samples were analyzed with a calibrated HP 6890
Series GC System (Agilent Technologies, Santa Clara, CA)
with a headspace sampler (PAL system; CTC Analytics,
Zwingen, Switzerland) and equipped with a DB-WAXETR
column (length, 30 m; internal diameter, 0.25 mm; layer
thickness, 0.5 lm; Agilent Technologies). Analyses were
carried out in duplicate, and the results were analyzed with
Chemstation (Agilent Technologies). Correlations between
measurements of ethyl acetate, propanol, isobutanol, and
isoamyl alcohol were all >0.90 for the two data sets, and
0.61 between acetaldehyde measurements. ETS generated
data for these chemicals were removed from the dataset
for analysis. Statistical analysis of chemical concentrations
was carried out using R (R Development Core Team,
2009). Individual ANOVAs were performed on each chemical
to test for signiﬁcant differences between classes (wine,
wild, and paradoxus). LDA was performed to determine
the predictive power of the chemical composition of wines
fermented with grape wine, oak, and S. paradoxus strains,
and a stepwise selection criterion was employed to deter-
mine which combination of attributes optimized the
predictive value. Pearson’s r rank correlation coefﬁcients
were calculated for all possible pairs of chemicals, and for
all possible pairs of descriptive attributes and chemicals.
Results
Human discrimination of wines fermented
using wine yeast and non-wine yeast
A series of triangle discrimination tests were used to
determine the ability of humans to discriminate between
wines fermented using different yeast strains (see Table 1
for a description of strains, and Table 2 for a description
of experiments). In the discrimination test, participants
were presented with three samples of wine, two of which
were fermented using the same strain and one of which
was fermented using a different strain.
We hypothesized that humans can discriminate
between wines fermented using strains of the same class
(i.e. wine or wild) signiﬁcantly more often than random,
and that humans can discriminate between wines fer-
mented using wine strains and those fermented using
wild strains signiﬁcantly more often than when presented
with wines fermented using two different strains of the
same class (i.e. wine or wild). To test these hypotheses,
we measured rates of discrimination between all pairwise
combinations of four wines produced with wine strains
(CDB, PR, M33, and M8) and four wines produced using
wild strains (YPS163, YPS1000, YPS1009, and YJM454),
both within and between each group, using the triangle
test (experiment C, Table 2). For each type of compari-
son, the proportion of correct classiﬁcations was signiﬁ-
cantly higher than 33%, the proportion expected by
chance, indicating that humans can distinguish between
wines produced by different strains regardless of their
class, and establishing human perception as a selectable
yeast phenotype. The ability of participants to discrimi-
nate between wines produced by wild strains was the low-
est at 40% (Binomial test, P = 0.023), followed by wine
strains at 47% (P < 0.001), and was highest between wine
and wild strains at 56% (P < 0.001) (experiment C,
Table 2). No single comparison showed evidence of being
an outlier based on the number of correct and incorrect
decisions for each comparison (within wine, within wild,
and between wine and wild). The magnitude of discrimi-
nation (47%) between wine strains was not signiﬁcantly
different from the magnitude of discrimination between
wild strains (40%). However, discrimination between
wine and wild strains (56%) was signiﬁcantly greater than
that within either group (Chi-square test, P = 0.040, and
P = 0.001 for comparisons between wine and wild strains
to those within wine and within wild, respectively (exper-
iment C, Table 2).
A separate discrimination experiment (experiment B,
Table 2) was performed to measure the ability of humans
to discriminate wines fermented using two S. paradoxus
strains (N17 and YPS138) with wines fermented using a
randomly selected grape wine strain (CDB) and a ran-
domly selected wild strain (YPS163) of S. cerevisiae.W e
measured the ability of participants to discriminate
between wines fermented using the wine and wild S. cerevi-
siae strains as well as their ability to discriminate between
wines fermented using each S. cerevisiae strain and each of the
two different S. paradoxus strains. Strikingly, the wines fer-
mented using wine and wild strains were as distinguishable
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S. paradoxus (Table 2). The ability of humans to discrimi-
nate between wines fermented using S. cerevisiae strains
and S. paradoxus was not signiﬁcantly different for either
strain of S. paradoxus. In addition, pairwise discrimination
between wine and wild for CDB and YPS163 (46%) was
not signiﬁcantly different from the same comparison made
in experiment C.
Although most strains of S. cerevisiae have been found
in association with vineyards and oak trees, strains have
also been found in association with other wine fermenta-
tions, including sake and palm wine. To determine
whether human perceived differences between wines fer-
mented using wine and wild strains is associated with his-
toric use for the production of alcoholic beverages, we
measured the ability of participants to discriminate
between wines fermented using either a palm wine
(PW5), sake (K12), two randomly chosen grape wine
(CDB or M8), or two randomly chosen wild (YPS100 or
YPS1009) strains of S. cerevisiae. Subjects were unable to
distinguish between wine fermented using the palm strain
and wild strains, but were able to distinguish wine fer-
mented using the palm strain and wine strains (experi-
ment D, Table 2). The ability of participants to
distinguish between wine fermented using the palm strain
and the wine strains was similar to the degree of differen-
tiation observed when subjects discriminated between
wines fermented using grape wine and wild strains
(experiment D, Table 2). In contrast, the wine fermented
using the sake strain was signiﬁcantly different from that
fermented using the wild strains, but not signiﬁcantly dif-
ferent from the wines fermented using wine and palm
strains.
Quantiﬁcation of sensory attributes
The results of our discrimination tests demonstrate that
S. cerevisiae strains produce wines that can be discrimi-
nated by human perception. However, discrimination
testing does not allow us to quantify differentiation for
speciﬁc attributes. To determine which sensory attributes
contribute to the perceived sensory differences between
wines fermented using different strains, the same wines
used in our discriminatory analysis were used for quanti-
tative descriptive analysis (see Table 1 for a description of
strains). As described in Materials and methods, 12 attri-
butes (cabbage, wet dog, oxidized, mushroom, astrin-
gency, acidity, hay/straw, butterscotch, tree fruit, trueness
to type, citrus, and ﬂoral) were chosen for analysis and a
trained panel of experts evaluated each wine for those 12
attributes using a quantitative scale.
PCA was used to evaluate differences in scores for the
12 attributes. The ﬁrst two principal components together
explained 35.4% of the variance. The mean and standard
error of the ﬁrst two principal components for each strain
is shown in Fig. 2. The ﬁrst principal component axis,
which explains 23.7% of the variation, was loaded most
heavily by cabbage, wet dog, oxidized and mushroom
attributes in the negative direction, and by butterscotch,
tree fruit, trueness to type, citrus, and ﬂoral attributes in
the positive direction (Table S1). The grape wine strains
along with the lab strain W303, which is closely related
(genetically) to wine strains (Rothstein, 1977; Rothstein
et al., 1977; Winzeler et al., 2003), are associated with
positive values on the ﬁrst principal component axis,
whereas wild, palm, sake, and S. paradoxus strains are
associated with negative values on this axis. The second
principal component axis, which explains 11.7% of the
variation, was loaded most heavily by astringency, acidity,
wet dog, ﬂoral, and cabbage attributes in the negative
direction and by butterscotch, hay/straw, and mushroom
attributes in the positive direction (Fig. 2). Signiﬁcant
correlations were found between sensory attributes, sup-
porting the relationships inferred through PCA (Table
S5). Linear discriminant analysis (LDA) was performed to
determine the predictive value of the 12 attributes. Over-
all, the linear descriptive analysis was able to correctly
classify 51% of observations (67% for oak, 65% for grape
wine, 36% for sake, 33% for paradoxus, 27% for lab, and
9% for palm wine strains). When considering grape wine,
wild, and S. paradoxus strains alone, in agreement with
PCA, the combination of variables that optimized the
predictive value included wet dog, citrus, and ﬂoral (67%
for grape wine, 70% for wild, and 25% for S. paradoxus.)
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Fig. 2. Wine and non-wine strains of Saccharomyces cerevisiae are
differentiated for wine ﬂavor and aroma attributes. Strain means
(points) and standard error (ellipses) of the ﬁrst two principal
components for 12 wine attributes measured using quantitative
descriptive analysis.
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Yeast variation in wine characteristics 545To determine if there was a signiﬁcant difference
between classes of strains for principal components, we
performed ANOVA on the principal components scores for
each axis, as described in Materials and methods. The
class term, with wine, wild, palm, sake, and S. paradoxus,
was signiﬁcant for the ﬁrst principal component
(P < 0.001), but not for the second principal component
(P = 0.124). The strain term, which represents random
strain effect within each class, was not signiﬁcant for
either of the ﬁrst two principal components (P = 0. 816
and P = 0.591, respectively) (Table S1). A post-hoc
Tukey’s HSD test revealed that wines fermented using
grape wine strains are signiﬁcantly different from those
fermented using wild, palm wine, and S. paradoxus
strains for the ﬁrst principal component (Table S2), but
not signiﬁcantly different from sake or lab strains. Despite
some levels of discrimination between sake, palm, wild,
and S. paradoxus strains (experiment C, Tables 2 and S2),
these classes are not signiﬁcantly different from one
another for wine attributes captured by the ﬁrst principle
component, which readily distinguishes grape wine strains
from other strains of S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus. Simi-
larly, linear discriminate analysis is able to predict class
membership for each wine replicate 65% and 67% of the
time for wine and wild strains, respectively, but only 27%
of the time, on average, for the other classes.
In agreement with the PCA analysis, wine attributes that
are signiﬁcantly different between classes by ANOVA include
cabbage, wet dog, oxidized mushroom, citrus, and ﬂoral
(Table S1). Differences in the mean class scores for these
attributes are depicted in Fig. 3. Wines fermented using
wild, palm, sake, and S. paradoxus strains scored higher
for undesirable attributes, whereas wines fermented using
grape wine strains and the lab strain scored higher for
desirable attributes. Post-hoc Tukey’s HSD tests revealed
that cabbage, wet dog, citrus, and ﬂoral attributes differen-
tiated between grape wine strains and other strains, but
not between any classes of non-grape wine strains (Table
S2). Mushroom aroma was variable between many classes,
differentiating grape wine strains from wild S. cerevisiae
and S. paradoxus strains, but also differentiating sake
strains from wild S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus strains
(Table S2). Oxidized aroma did not differentiate wine
strains from any other class of strains (Table S2). The only
signiﬁcant differences between strains within a class was
between two grape wine strains, M33 and CDB
(P = 0.044) for mushroom aroma. The results of this
quantitative analysis support our results of the initial dis-
crimination tests, showing that human perceived differ-
ences between wines produced by wine strains and other
classes of strains are signiﬁcantly greater than differences
within each class. In addition, the aromas that contributed
the most to the perceived differences between wine and
wild strains are cabbage, wet dog, citrus and ﬂoral, with
wine yeasts being associated with the latter two.
Chemical analysis
A ﬁnal experiment was conducted to test if the ﬂavor and
aroma attributes that contribute to the ability of humans
to discriminate between wines fermented using wine
strains and those fermented using wild strains and S. par-
adoxus strains are due to differences in chemical concen-
trations produced during fermentation. The chemical
composition of the wines was evaluated for 25 chemicals,
including commonly produced yeast metabolites associ-
ated with wine ﬂavor (Table S6). Overall, the chemical
composition was able to predict the class of the wine
90% of the time (75% for oak, 100% for S. paradoxus,
and 100% for grape wine strains). The combination of
propanol (alcohol aroma), ethyl octanoate (green apple
aroma), and ethyl propionate (plum, apple aroma) alone
was able to completely distinguish between classes. Each
chemical attribute was also considered independently
using ANOVA (Table S3), and a post-hoc Tukey’s HSD for
chemical attributes that were signiﬁcantly different
Floral
Mushroom Oxidized
Cabbage
Wet dog Citrus
Wet dog Citrus
Floral
Mushroom Oxidized
Cabbage
(a)
(b)
Wine
Paradoxus
Wild
Palm
Sake
Lab
Fig. 3. Sensory attributes differentiate between wine and non-wine
strains of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. (a) Class means for wine strains,
wild strains, and Saccharomyces paradoxus strains, and (b) means for
the palm, sake, and laboratory strains are shown for each of the six
quantitative descriptive wine attributes that distinguish wine strains
from other non-wine strains. Means were scaled from 0 (center) to 1
(spokes), where 0 represents the lowest mean score, and 1 represents
the highest mean score for any class.
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duced signiﬁcantly more propanol than oak strains
(Tukey’s HSD P = 0.024), and S. paradoxus strains pro-
duce signiﬁcantly less ethyl octanoate than wine or oak
strains (Tukey’s HSD P = 0.001 for each comparison). In
addition, S. paradoxus strains produced signiﬁcantly more
ethyl-2-methylbutyrate (fruity, apple aroma) than wine
strains (P = 0.019), signiﬁcantly more butanol (alcohol
aroma) than wine or oak strains (P = 0.006 and
P = 0.009, respectively), and signiﬁcantly less isoamyl ace-
tate (banana, pear aroma) than wine or oak strains
(P = 0.046 and P = 0.015, respectively). Similar to
descriptive attributes, signiﬁcant correlations were found
between chemicals, and also between chemicals and
descriptive attributes (Table S5).
Discussion
Many Saccharomyces yeasts preferentially ferment sugar
into alcohol in the presence of oxygen despite the higher
energy yield of respiration (de Deken, 1966). However,
grape wine is often produced using a genetically homoge-
neous subgroup of S. cerevisiae strains (Fay & Benavides,
2005; Legras et al., 2007; Liti et al., 2009; Schacherer
et al., 2009), thought to have been domesticated for wine-
making. The reduced levels of variation present in wine-
making strains could have been the result of a genetic
bottleneck, selection for speciﬁc traits, or a combination
of the two. In the case of domestication, it is expected
that differentiation of certain phenotypic traits (domesti-
cation phenotypes) will accompany genetic differentia-
tion. Herein, we investigate wine aroma and ﬂavor as a
potential domestication phenotype.
Our results demonstrate that humans can differentiate
between wines fermented using different strains of yeast,
regardless of the strain’s origin. We also demonstrate that
divergence in wine aroma and ﬂavor is coupled with the
genetic divergence between wine and wild strains, consis-
tent with the hypothesis that wine aroma and ﬂavor is a
domestication phenotype. Furthermore, the magnitude of
phenotypic divergence between grape wine and wild
strains of S. cerevisiae compared with S. paradoxus, sug-
gests rapid enological divergence of the wine strains from
their wild ancestors.
Wine and non-wine strains are differentiated by several
sensory attributes. We found that the sulfurous attributes,
cabbage and wet dog, make a major contribution to dif-
ferences between wines produced by wine strains and
those produced by wild strains of S. cerevisiae and strains
of S. paradoxus. Citrus and ﬂoral attributes make similar
contributions to the difference between wine and wild
S. cerevisiae strains. However, it is important to note the
possibility that citrus and ﬂoral attributes were present in
wines produced by wild strains at levels similar to those
produced by wine strains, but were detected at a lower
level by humans due to the masking effect of sulfurous
attributes. Other attributes that contributed to the differ-
ence between wine and wild strains included the oxidized
aroma and mushroom aroma, but the latter was more
heavily loaded on the second principle component.
Although the second principal component was not signif-
icantly different among classes of yeast strains, it tended
to differentiate wild strains of S. cerevisiae and strains of
S. paradoxus. The attributes astringency, acidity, hay/
straw, and butterscotch were also more heavily loaded on
the second principle component axis, but did not make
signiﬁcant contributions to differences between classes of
yeast strains. The variation in sulfur-related attributes
may be important for the contemporary wine industry as
the production of hydrogen sulﬁde, thiols (mercaptans),
and related sulfur-containing compounds during fermen-
tation is a major problem in wine production (Swiegers
& Pretorius, 2007). Commercial wine strains of S. cerevi-
siae (Swiegers & Pretorius, 2007), as well as S. bayanus
(Ugliano et al., 2009) differ in their production of sulfur
compounds, which is often inﬂuenced by fermentation
conditions and grape juice composition.
We found the largest differences in perceived wine
aroma between wines produced by wine and wild
strains of S. cerevisiae, which was equal to the differ-
ences between wine strains of S. cerevisiae and strains of
S. paradoxus. This degree of phenotypic divergence
within S. cerevisiae groups (wine vs. wild yeasts) is
remarkably high, given that the genetic divergence between
S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus is 25 times higher than that
between a wine and wild strain of S. cerevisiae (Doniger
et al., 2008). Enological divergence among wine strains
was similar to that among wild strains, despite the latter
showing 3.6 times more genetic diversity (Fay & Bena-
vides, 2005). However, this pattern is consistent with
previous studies that revealed substantial variation in
stress response (Kvitek et al., 2008) and growth and
fermentation parameters (Spor et al., 2009) among wine
strains compared with other S. cerevisiae strains. In addi-
tion, the increased phenotypic diversity combined with a
reduction in genetic diversity is consistent with other
domesticated organisms (e.g. varietal differences in crops
(Doebley et al., 2006)).
The smaller enological differences between the sake,
palm wine, and wild strains is not surprising. The attri-
butes that were dominant in S. paradoxus were also domi-
nant in wild S. cerevisiae strains. The lack of phenotypic
divergence between wild S. cerevisiae and S. paradoxus
strains might be a consequence of constraints placed upon
them by their shared environment. Palm wine strains pro-
duce wine with attributes that are similar to wild strains,
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between wine and wild strains. However, the low levels of
differentiation among these groups could be due to the
measurement of grape wine attributes rather than sake or
palm wine attributes. Consistent with this possibility, sake
strains exhibit a number of sake fermentation ﬂavor char-
acteristics that differ from those generated by a laboratory
strain (Katou et al., 2008, 2009). Thus, differentiation
between wine and wild strains does not appear to be sim-
ply correlated with use in alcohol production.
One limitation of our study is the small number of
strains analyzed in each group and the fermentation of
only a single grape juice. Although it is hard to know
whether the strains used in our study are representative of
the phenotypic diversity present in other wine and wild
yeast strains, the strains were selected based on sequence
variation present in ﬁve genes (Fig. 1) and so no pheno-
typic bias is expected. Interestingly, genotypically wild
strains of S. cerevisiae have been isolated from fermenting
grape musts in New Zealand (Goddard et al., 2010). This
raises the question of what impact wild yeast have on
mixed fermentations. Further research will be needed to
establish the full extent of variation in wine aroma and
ﬂavor phenotypes generated by different S. cerevisiae
strains and under different fermentation conditions. One
approach supported by our work is to use wine metabo-
lites to characterize variation in wine aroma and ﬂavor.
Measurement of chemical differences among wines
revealed a number of quantitative differences, including
some that signiﬁcantly differentiated wine and wild
strains. Several of the chemicals that were found to dis-
criminate between wine, wild, and S. paradoxus, strains
were signiﬁcantly correlated (P < 0.05) with descriptive
attributes that also discriminated between these types of
strains, indicating that the differences in descriptive sen-
sory proﬁles are likely to correspond to differences in the
chemical proﬁle of these wines. Most notably, increased
levels of propanol and ethyl-2-methylbutyrate were nega-
tively correlated with wet dog and citrus aromas, respec-
tively, and ethyl octanoate was positively correlated with
ﬂoral aroma. However, hundreds of compounds are
known to inﬂuence wine ﬂavor and aroma (Swiegers &
Pretorius, 2005), many of which could contribute to
attributes that distinguish wine and wild strains. More-
over, the overall aroma of a beverage is the result of
subtle combinations of various chemical compounds, and
small changes in one or a few compounds can have pro-
found and unpredictable effects on the overall aroma.
Determining the genetic contribution of S. cerevisiae to
wine ﬂavor and aroma characteristics is challenging
(Bisson & Karpel, 2010). Not only do yeast metabolites
interact to form certain ﬂavors and aromas, but grape
composition and fermentation conditions affect S. cerevi-
siae metabolite production (Bisson & Karpel, 2010).
Despite this difﬁculty, several examples of genes underly-
ing wine ﬂavor and aroma differences have been identi-
ﬁed. Genes involved in the production of fusel oils
(higher alcohols), volatile organic acids, esters, sulfur-
containing volatiles, carbonyl compounds, volatile agly-
cones, and cys-conjugates have been identiﬁed (Verstre-
pen et al., 2003a, b; Howell et al., 2005; Lilly et al., 2006;
Saerens et al., 2006; Bisson & Karpel, 2010). Genetic
variation at these loci between wine and wild strains of
S. cerevisiae may account for some of the observed differ-
ences in wine ﬂavor and aroma, but further work will be
needed to dissect the genetic basis for the sensory differ-
entiation we observed between wine and wild strains of
S. cerevisiae.
Although most differences in wine quality are attribut-
able to grapes, which differ by variety, location, and year,
there is a growing body of evidence that wine quality is
also inﬂuenced by the yeast (Swiegers & Pretorius, 2005;
Bisson & Karpel, 2010), speciﬁcally in the production of
undesirable sulfur aromas (Swiegers & Pretorius, 2007;
Bisson & Karpel, 2010). Our results show that wild
S. cerevisiae may in some cases contribute several undesir-
able wine characteristics, resulting in low quality wine. If
wild populations of S. cerevisiae are present in vineyards
during grape harvesting, they may contribute to problem
fermentations. By identifying the genetic determinants of
undesirable attributes present in wild yeast populations, it
may be possible to further improve existing commercial
wine strains (Pretorius & Bauer, 2002) as well as better
understand the origins and evolution of wine strains.
Acknowledgements
We thank Jason Londo, members of the Fay lab, and two
anonymous reviewers for comments and suggestions. We
also thank participants in the discrimination tests, Denise
Gardner of Vinquiry Inc. and Richard DeScenzo of ETS
labs for their services, Matt Gross of The Wine and
Cheese Place (St. Louis, MO), Dave Deaton of St. Louis
Wine and Beer Making (St. Louis, MO), Tony Saballa of
Charleville Vineyard (Ste. Genevieve, MO), and Hank
Johnson of Chaumette Vineyards and Winery (Ste. Gene-
vieve, MO) for technical assistance, Ed Louis and Gianni
Liti for providing strains W303, N17 and YPS138, and
Obioha U. Ezeronye for providing strain PW5. Without
their help this study would not have been possible.
Statement
Re-use of this article is permitted in accordance with the
Terms and Conditions set out at http://wileyonlinelibrary.
com/onlineopen#OnlineOpen_Terms
ª 2011 Federation of European Microbiological Societies FEMS Yeast Res 11 (2011) 540–551
Published by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. All rights reserved
548 K.E. Hyma et al.References
Barbosa C, Falco V, Mendes-Faia A & Mendes-Ferreira A
(2009) Nitrogen addition inﬂuences formation of aroma
compounds, volatile acidity and ethanol in nitrogen
deﬁcient media fermented by Saccharomyces cerevisiae wine
strains. J Biosci Bioeng 108:9 9 –104.
Bisson LF & Karpel JE (2010) Genetics of yeast impacting wine
quality. Ann Rev Food Sci Technol 1: 139–162.
Borneman AR, Forgan AH, Pretorius IS & Chambers PJ
(2008) Comparative genome analysis of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae wine strain. FEMS Yeast Res 8: 1185–1195.
Callejon R, Clavijo A, Ortigueira P, Troncoso AM, Paneque P
& Morales ML (2010) Volatile and sensory proﬁle of
organic red wines produced by different selected
autochthonous and commercial Saccharomyces cerevisiae
strains. Anal Chim Acta 660:6 8 –75.
Carrau FM, Medina K, Farina L, Boido E, Henschke P &
Dellacassa E (2008) Production of fermentation aroma
compounds by Saccharomyces cerevisiae wine yeasts: effects
of yeast assimilable nitrogen on two model strains. FEMS
Yeast Res 8: 1196–1207.
Cavalieri D, McGovern PE, Hartl DL, Mortimer R & Polsinelli
M (2003) Evidence for S. cerevisiae fermentation in ancient
wine. J Mol Evol 57: S226–S232.
de Barros Lopes M, Bellon JR, Shirley NJ & Ganter PF
(2002) Evidence for multiple interspeciﬁc hybridization in
Saccharomyces sensu stricto species. FEMS Yeast Res 1:3 2 3 –331.
de Deken RH (1966) The Crabtree effect: a regulatory system
in yeast. J Gen Microbiol 44: 149–156.
Doebley JF, Gaut BS & Smith BD (2006) The molecular
genetics of crop domestication. Cell 127: 1309–1321.
Doniger SW, Kim HS, Swain D, Corcuera D, Williams M,
Yang S & Fay JC. (2008) A catalog of neutral and
deleterious polymorphism in yeast. PLoS Genet 4:e1000183.
Estevez P, Gil ML & Falque E (2004) Effects of seven yeast
strains on the volatile composition of Palomino wines. Int J
Food Sci Technol 39:6 1 –69.
Ezeronye OU & Legras J (2009) Genetic analysis of
Saccharomyces cerevisiae strains isolated from palm wine in
eastern Nigeria. Comparison with other African strains.
J Appl Microbiol 106: 1569–1578.
Fay JC & Benavides JA (2005) Evidence for domesticated and
wild populations of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. PLoS Genet 1:
66–71.
Fay JC, McCullough HL, Sniegowski PD & Eisen MB (2004)
Population genetic variation in gene expression is associated
with phenotypic variation in Saccharomyces cerevisiae.
Genome Biol 5: R26.
Gerke JP, Chen CTL & Cohen BA (2006) Natural isolates of
Saccharomyces cerevisiae display complex genetic variation in
sporulation efﬁciency. Genetics 174: 985–997.
Glushakova A, Ivannikova Y, Naumova E, Chernov I &
Naumov G (2007) Massive isolation and identiﬁcation of
Saccharomyces paradoxus yeasts from plant phyllosphere.
Microbiology 76: 205–210.
Goddard M, Anfang N, Tang R, Garder R & Jun C (2010) A
distinct population of Saccharomyces cerevisiae in New Zealand:
evidence for local dispersal by insects and human-aided global
dispersal in oak barrels. Environ Microbiol 12:6 3 –73.
Gonza ´lez SS, Barrio E, Gafner J & Querol A (2006) Natural
hybrids from Saccharomyces cerevisiae, Saccharomyces
bayanus and Saccharomyces kudriavzevii in wine
fermentations. FEMS Yeast Res 6: 1221–1234.
Groth C, Hansen J & Piskur J (1999) A natural chimeric yeast
containing genetic material from three species. Int J Syst
Bacteriol 49: 1933–1938.
Herjavec S, Podgorski V, Redzepovic S & Mirosevic N (2003)
The inﬂuence of some commercial Saccharomyces cerevisiae
strains on the quality of Chardonnay wines. Food Technol
Biotechnol 41:7 7 –81.
Howell KS et al. (2004) Variation in 4-mercapto-4-methyl-
pentan-2-one release by Saccharomyces cerevisiae commercial
wine strains. FEMS Microbiol Lett 240: 125–129.
Howell KS, Klein M, Swiegers JH, Hayasaka Y, Elsey GM, Fleet
GH, Høj PB, Pretorius IS & de Barros Lopes MA (2005)
Genetic determinants of volatile-thiol release by
Saccharomyces cerevisiae during wine fermentation. Appl
Environ Microbiol 71: 5420–5426.
Johnson LJ, Koufopanou V, Goddard MR, Heterington R,
Schafer SM & Burt A (2004) Population genetics of the wild
yeast Saccharomyces paradoxus. Genetics 166:4 3 –52.
Katou T, Kitagaki H, Akao T & Shimoi H (2008) Brewing
characteristics of haploid strains isolated from sake yeast
Kyokai No. 7. Yeast 25:799–807.
Katou T, Namise M, Kitagaki H, Akao T & Shimoi H (2009)
QTL mapping of sake brewing characteristics of yeast.
J Biosci Bioeng 107: 383–393.
Koufopanou V, Hughes J, Bell G & Burt A (2006) The spatial
scale of genetic differentiation in a model organism: the
wild yeast Saccharomyces paradoxus. Philos Trans R Soc B
Biol Sci 361: 1941–1946.
Kvitek DJ, Will JL & Gasch AP (2008) Variations in stress
sensitivity and genomic expression in diverse S. cerevisiae
isolates. PLoS Genet 4: e1000223.
Legras JL, Merdinoglu D, Cornuet JM & Karst F (2007) Bread,
beer and wine: Saccharomyces cerevisiae diversity reﬂects
human history. Mol Ecol 16: 2091–2102.
Lilly M, Bauer FF, Lambrechts MG, Swiegers JH, Cozzolino D
& Pretorius IS (2006) The effect of increased yeast alcohol
acetyltransferase and esterase activity on the ﬂavour proﬁles
of wine and distillates. Yeast 23: 641–659.
Liti G, Carter DM, Moses AM et al. (2009) Population
genomics of domestic and wild yeasts. Nature 458: 337–341.
Lopandic K, Gangl H, Wallner E, Tscheik G, Leitner G, Querol
A, Borth N, Breitenbach M, Prillinger H & Tiefenbrunner
W (2007) Genetically different wine yeasts isolated from
Austrian vine-growing regions inﬂuence wine aroma
differently and contain putative hybrids between
Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Saccharomyces kudriavzevii.
FEMS Yeast Res 7: 953–965.
FEMS Yeast Res 11 (2011) 540–551 ª 2011 Federation of European Microbiological Societies
Published by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. All rights reserved
Yeast variation in wine characteristics 549Loscos N, Hernandez-Orte P, Cacho J & Ferreira V (2007)
Release and formation of varietal aroma compounds during
alcoholic fermentation from nonﬂoral grape odorless
ﬂavor precursors fractions. J Agric Food Chem 55: 6674–
6684.
Masneuf-Pomare `de I, Mansour C, Murat M, Tominaga T &
Dubourdieu D (2006) Inﬂuence of fermentation
temperature on volatile thiols concentrations in Sauvignon
blanc wines. Int J Food Microbiol 108: 385–390.
McGovern PE (2003) Ancient Wine: The Search for the Origins
of Viniculture. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.
McGovern PE, Zhang J, Tang J et al. (2004) Fermented
beverages of pre- and proto-historic China. P Natl Acad Sci
USA 101: 17593–17598.
Mendes-Ferreira A, Barbosa C, Falco V, Lea ˜o C & Mendes-
Faia A (2009) The production of hydrogen sulphide and
other aroma compounds by wine strains of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae in synthetic media with different nitrogen
concentrations. J Ind Microbiol Biotechnol 36: 571–583.
Molina A, Guadalupe V, Varela C, Swiegers JH, Pretorius IS &
Agosin E (2009) Differential synthesis of fermentative aroma
compounds of two related commercial wine yeast strains.
Food Chem 117: 189–195.
Mortimer RK (2000) Evolution and variation of the yeast
(Saccharomyces) genome. Genome Res 10: 403–409.
Naumov GI, Naumova ES & Sniegowski PD (1997)
Differentiation of European and Far East Asian populations
of Saccharomyces paradoxus by allozyme analysis. Int J Syst
Bacteriol 47: 341–344.
Naumov GI, Naumova ES & Sniegowski PD (1998)
Saccharomyces paradoxus and Saccharomyces cerevisiae are
associated with exudates of North American oaks. Can J
Microbiol 44: 1045–1050.
Naumov G, Masneuf IS, Naumova E, Aigle M & Dubourdieu
D (2000) Association of Saccharomyces bayanus var. uvarum
with some French wines: genetic analysis of yeast
populations. Res Microbiol 151: 683–691.
Naumov GI, Naumova ES, Antunovics Z & Sipiczki M (2002)
Saccharomyces bayanus var. uvarum in Tokaj wine-making
of Slovakia and Hungary. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 59: 727–
730.
Naumov GI, Gazdiev DO & Naumova ES (2003) The ﬁnding
of the yeast species Saccharomyces bayanus in Far East Asia.
Microbiology 72: 738–743.
Naumova ES, Zholudeva MV, Martynenko NN & Naumov GI
(2005) The molecular genetic differentiation of cultured
Saccharomyces strains. Microbiology 74: 179–187.
Nguyen H & Gaillardin C (2005) Evolutionary relationships
between the former species Saccharomyces uvarum and the
hybrids Saccharomyces bayanus and Saccharomyces
pastorianus; reinstatement of Saccharomyces uvarum
(Beijerinck) as a distinct species. FEMS Yeast Res 5: 471–483.
Novo M, Bigey F, Beyne E et al. (2009) Eukaryote-to-
eukaryote gene transfer events revealed by the genome
sequence of the wine yeast Saccharomyces cerevisiae EC1118.
P Natl Acad Sci USA 106: 16333–16338.
Nurgel C, Erten H, Canbas ¸ A, Cabarog ˘lu T & Selli S (2002)
Inﬂuence of Saccharomyces cerevisiae strains on fermentation
and ﬂavor compounds of white wines made from cv Emir
grown in Central Anatolia, Turkey. J Ind Microbiol
Biotechnol 29:2 8 –33.
Orlic ´ S, Vojvoda T, Babic K, Arroyo-Lopez F, Jeromel A,
Kozina B, Iacumin L & Comi G (2010) Diversity and
oenological characterization of indigenous Saccharomyces
cerevisiae associated with Z ˇilavka grapes. World J Microbiol
Biotechnol 26: 1483–1489.
Park H & Bakalinsky AT (2000) SSU1 mediates sulphite efﬂux
in Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Yeast 16: 881–888.
Pretorius IS & Bauer FF (2002) Meeting the consumer
challenge through genetically customized wine-yeast strains.
Trends Biotechnol 20: 426–32.
R Development Core Team (2009) R: A Language and
Environment for Statistical Computingm. R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. Available at: http://
www.R-project.org.
Redzepovic S, Orlic S, Sikora S, Majdak A & Pretorius I
(2002) Identiﬁcation and characterization of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae and Saccharomyces paradoxus strains isolated
from Croatian vineyards. Lett Appl Microbiol 35: 305–310.
Romano P, Carusa M, Capece A, Lipani G, Paraggio M &
Fiore C (2003) Metabolic diversity of Saccharomyces
cerevisiae strains from spontaneously fermented grape musts.
World J Microbiol Biotechnol 19: 311–315.
Rothstein RJ (1977) A genetic ﬁne structure analysis of the
suppressor 3 locus in Saccharomyces. Genetics 85:5 5 –64.
Rothstein RJ, Esposito RE & Esposito MS (1977) The effect of
ochre suppression on meiosis and ascospore formation in
Saccharomyces. Genetics 85:3 5 –54.
Saerens SM, Verstrepen KJ, Van Laere SD, Voet AR, Van v P,
Delvaux FR & Thevelein JM (2006) The Saccharomyces
cerevisiae EHT1 and EEB1 genes encode novel enzymes with
medium-chain fatty acid ethyl ester synthesis and hydrolysis
capacity. J Biol Chem 281: 4446–4456.
Sampaio JP & Gonc ¸alves P (2008) Natural Populations of
Saccharomyces kudriavzevii in Portugal Are Associated with
Oak Bark and Are Sympatric with S. cerevisiae and S.
paradoxus. Appl Environ Microbiol 74: 2144–2152.
Schacherer J, Shapiro JA, Ruderfer DM & Kruglyak L (2009)
Comprehensive polymorphism survey elucidates
population structure of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Nature 458:
342–345.
Sniegowski PD, Dombrowski PG & Fingerman E (2002)
Saccharomyces cerevisiae and Saccharomyces paradoxus
coexist in a natural woodland site in North
America and display different levels of reproductive
isolation from European conspeciﬁcs. FEMS Yeast Res 1:
299–306.
Spor A, Nidelet T, Simon J, Bourgais A, de Vienne D &
Sicard D (2009) Niche-driven evolution of metabolic and
life-history strategies in natural and domesticated
populations of Saccharomyces cerevisiae. BMC Evol Biol
9: 296.
ª 2011 Federation of European Microbiological Societies FEMS Yeast Res 11 (2011) 540–551
Published by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. All rights reserved
550 K.E. Hyma et al.Stone H & Sidel JL (2004) Sensory Evaluation Practices,
Academic Press, San Diego, CA.
Swiegers JH & Pretorius IS (2005) Yeast modulation of wine
ﬂavor. Adv Appl Microbiol 57: 131–175.
Swiegers J & Pretorius I (2007) Modulation of volatile sulfur
compounds by wine yeast. Appl Microbiol Biotechnol 74:
954–960.
Swiegers JH, Kievit RL, Sievert T, Lattey KA, Bramley BR,
Francis IL, King ES & Pretorius IS (2009) The inﬂuence of
yeast on the aroma of Sauvignon Blanc wine. Food Microbiol
26: 204–211.
Tamura K, Dudley J, Nei M & Kumar S (2007) MEGA4:
molecular evolutionary genetics analysis (MEGA) software
version 4.0. Mol Bio Evol 8: 1596–1599.
Ugliano M, Fedrizzi B, Siebert T, Travis B, Magno F, Versini
G & Henschke PA (2009) Effect of nitrogen
supplementation and Saccharomyces species on hydrogen
sulﬁde and other volatile sulfur compounds in Shiraz
fermentation and wine. J Agric Food Chem 57: 4948–4955.
Verstrepen KJ, Derdelinckx G, Dufour JP, Winderickx J,
Thevelein JM, Pretorius IS & Delvaux FR (2003a) Flavor-
active esters: adding fruitiness to beer. J Biosci Bioeng 96:
110–118.
Verstrepen KJ, Van Laere SD, Vanderhaegen BM, Derdelinckx
G, Dufour JP, Pretorius IS, Winderickx J, Thevelein JM &
Delvaux FR (2003b) Expression levels of the yeast alcohol
acetyltransferase genes ATF1, Lg-ATF1, and ATF2 control
the formation of a broad range of volatile esters. Appl
Environ Microbiol 69: 5228–5237.
Vilela-Moura A, Schuller D, Mendes-Faia A & Co ˆrte-Real M
(2010) Effects of acetic acid, ethanol, and SO2 on the
removal of volatile acidity from acidic wines by two
Saccharomyces cerevisiae commercial strains. Appl Microbiol
Biotechnol 87: 1317–1326.
Will JL, Kim HS, Clarke J, Painter JC, Fay JC & Gasch AP
(2010) Incipient balancing selection through adaptive loss of
aquaporins in natural Saccharomyces cerevisiae populations.
PLoS Genet 6: e1000893.
Winzeler EA, Castillo-David CI, Oshiro G, Liang D, Richard
DR, Zhou Y & Hartl DL (2003) Genetic diversity in yeast
assessed with whole-genome oligonucleotide arrays. Genetics
163:7 9 –89.
Wondra M & Berovic M (2001) Analyses of aroma
components of chardonnay wine fermented by different
yeast strains. Food Technol Biotechnol 39: 141–148.
Yurkov AM (2005) First isolation of the yeast Saccharomyces
paradoxus in Western Siberia. Microbiology 74: 459–462.
Supporting Information
Additional Supporting Information may be found in the
online version of this article:
Table S1. PCA loadings and ANOVA P-values for individual
descriptive attributes.
Table S2. Tukey’s honestly signiﬁcant difference (HSD)
P-values for descriptive attributes.
Table S3. ANOVA P-values for individual chemical attri-
butes.
Table S4. Tukey’s honestly signiﬁcant difference (HSD)
P-values for chemical attributes.
Table S5. Signiﬁcant correlations between descriptive and
chemical attributes.
Table S6. The concentration of chemical compounds in
wine produced by oak, palm, paradoxus, sake, wine, and
lab strains of S. cerevisiae.
Please note: Wiley-Blackwell is not responsible for the
content or functionality of any supporting materials sup-
plied by the authors. Any queries (other than missing
material) should be directed to the corresponding author
for the article.
FEMS Yeast Res 11 (2011) 540–551 ª 2011 Federation of European Microbiological Societies
Published by Blackwell Publishing Ltd. All rights reserved
Yeast variation in wine characteristics 551